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RHODE ISLAND _iii DEPARTh1ENT OF E}..'VIRON1v1ENTAL ~1.A.NAGEtv1ENT 

a 21'5 Promenade Stret'l, Pnwidcnce, Rl 02908-5767 

24June2013 

Mr. Dominic O'Connor, P.E. 
NAVFAC MIDLANT (Code OPTE3) 
Environmental Restoration 
Ruilding 7.-144, Room 109 
9742 Maryland Avenue 
Norfolk, VA 23511-3095 

Re: Draft Feasibility Study (FS) 
Site I 9- Former De reck tor Shipyard Marine Sediment 
'\ia\al Station Newpo11, Rl 

Dear Mr. O'Connor. 

TDD 4L"l-222-4462 

The Otlice of Waste Management at the Rhode Island Dcpa11ment of Environmental Management 
(RIDEMl has conducted a review ofthe Dru.fi Feusihi!iz)·Stuc~l (N•,'J dated March 2013 for Site 19-
Former Derecktor Shipyard Marine Sediment. Naval Station Newport. located in Nev,:port anJ 
Middletown. Rl. As a result of this review. this Office has generated the attached comment5 on the 
Dn?ft FS. Al<;o included are this Office's comments on the April 29. 2013 memo regarding Alternative~ 
6 and 7, which RIDEM had requested the Navy to evaluate. Please note that some of these comments 
also appl) to the Draft I· S. 

If you have any questions in regan.ls to this letter, please contact me at (40.1) 2?.2-2797. extension 7020 
or by e-mail at pamela.cn1mpij"gdem.ri.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~7. L / ,, , ,. ..... / .... L ~...__ -
; -

Pamela E. Crump, Sanitary Engineer 
Office of Waste Management 

cc: Tvlatthew DeStef(mo. RIDEM 
Richard Gnnlieb. RIDEM 
Gary Jablonski, RIDF:'v1 
Lisa Mcintosh. W&C 
Darlene Ward. NSN 
Kymberlee Keckler, EPA Region I 
Steve Parker. Tetra Tech 
Ken Munney, USF&WS 
Ken Finkelstein, NOAA 



Specific Comments: 

RIDEM's Comments (6/24/13) on the 
Draft Feasibility Study (4/1/13) 

Site 19- Former Derecktor Shipyard Marine Sediment 
Naval Station Newport, RI 

I. p. ES-2, Executive Summary, Background; lsr sentence. 

"On-shore investigations were cunductedfrom 199j to 1998 andfound little residual colllaminatiun 
011 the land portions of the site and on~v trace chemicals in the groundwater at the site.·· 

Based on the recent FS submitted for Onshore Derecktor. the existing contamination is significant 
enough to conduct remedial actions for both soil and groundwater. Please revise this statement to 
indicate that contamination still exists on the land portion ofthe site which will need to be addressed 
through future remedial actions. 

2. p. ES-2, Executive Summary, Background; 2"d paragraph, last sentence. 

"The P RCJ.~ wt>re ji11alized with agenL:v rel'iew and input in Nm·ember 1998. " 

Please revise this report to note that RIDEM never concurred with the PRGs developed in 1998 due to 
many issues a!> explained in RIDEM's let1cr to the Navy on January 2. 2009. 

3. p. ES-3, Executive Summary, Conclusions of Investigations Supporting FS Development; 41
h 

paragraph, last sentence. 

"litis slue(\' al;;o found that the sediments were stable within a depositional em•ironmenr. " 

Please note that based on comments issued for the 2011 SSI, EPA and RIDEM did not agree with this 
conclu~ion. 

4. p. ES-4, Executive Summary, Feasibility Stud~· Process, RAOs; bullets. 

Please reword the RAOs to remove the phrase:.: "thai cause its PRG to be exceeded". 

5. p. ES-5, Executive Summary, Feasibilit)' Study Process, Alternatives; hullets. 

Please note that RIDEM requested that the Navy include two additional alternatives (6 & 7) that 
included dredging without backfill. RJDEM had hoped that these alternatives would be evaluated as 
part of this FS; however, the Navy only briefly discussed these alternatives in a memo sent follm~ ing 
the issuance of the Draft FS. RIDEM requests that the Navy revise the FS to include Alternative 6, at 
a minimum, because Alternatives 4 & 5, as currently presented in this FS, will require long-tern1 
monitoring (LTM) and land use controls (LUCs) which will limit this natural resource for the State of 
Rl. Sec comment #I 0 below. 

6. p. ES-5, Executive Summar·y, Summary of Alternath•cs, Alternative 2. 

This alternative will address deeper sediments through implementation of IC!> to partial!) restrict 
traffic by large ships. Please note that the Navy indicated that the existing aircraf1 carrier located at 
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Pier 1 will be transferred to another location as some point in the ncar future (as discussed on p. 1-7), 
and the Navy also mentioned that another large ship may potentially be brought into Newport to be 
docked at Pier I. Therefore, restriction of large ships at this site does not seem practical. 

7. p. ES-5, Executive Summary, Summary of Alternatives, Alternative 2; 3•~ sentence. 

RIDEM docs not agree that .. ongoing deposition·· was proven to he occurring at this Site. Please 
remove "ongoing deposition" or revise to "possible o11going deposition". 

8. p. ES-6, Executive Summary, Summary of Alternatives, Alternative 3. 

Please describe the "engineered barrier" in more detail in this paragraph. 

9. p. ES-6, Executh•c Summary, Summary of Alternatives, Alternative 4. 

In addition to the cap under the pier, please include long-tcnn monitoring of the open water areas 
where a cover will be placed over deeper sediment exceeding PRGs. 

10. p. ES-6, Executive Summary, Summar-y of Alternatives, Alternative 5. 

" ... L UCs and L n1 would not be necessm:v. " 

As currently presented in this FS. tht: volume-weighted average concentration (VW AC) is below the 
PRG for each constituent for Alternative 5: however, the VWACs for benzo(a)pyrene and lead are 
just slightly under their PRG; therefore, compliance with the PRGs on a volume-weighted average 
basis cannot be achieved with reasonable certainty. The surface-weighted average concentration 
(SWAC) for benzo(a)pyrene (707 ug/kg) exceeds the PRG (539 ug/kg) significantly. Also. it is 
unknown whether the areas proposed to be dredged and backfilled contain contamination at a greater 
depth. The backfill may be serving as a cap over contaminated sediments which would require LTM 
and LUCs. Further, this alternative leaves in place contamination at several locations which is 2-5 
times the PRG. Based on these reasons. LUCs, LTM and 5-years reviews should be required for 
Alternative 5, unless further revisions to this alternative are made to include additional dredging in 
several hotspot areas and confirmatory sampling to indicate if contamination exists below the 
proposed backfilled areas. 

II. p. 1-1, Section 1.0, Introduction; 3•d paragraph; 3•d sentence. 

Please sec specific comment #2. 

12. p. 1-5, Section 1.2, Site History; last paragraph, 2"d sentence. 

Please see specific comment #2. 

13. p. l-25, Section 1.4.4, Identification of COCs and Development uf PRGs -1998; 2"d parag•·aph . 

.. The P RG develupmelll docume/11 \vasjinali=ed in Not·ember ql 1998: US EPA accepted this 
documelll in a letter dated December 21, 1998. RID£.!1.1 provided.fo/low-up comments to thejinal 
documelll, which were resolved without revision to the document 011 i\fl~\' 1 I, 199')." 

Please sec specitic comment #2. The issues discussed in RIDEM's comments were not resolved. 
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U. p. 2-6, Section 2.2.2, Development of PRGs; 151 paragraph. 

Please explain in greater detail in this section how the recommended PRGs (RPRGs) were calculated. 
Please state that the baseline PRGs (BPRGs) were multiplied by a factor of I 0 to obtain the RPRGs 
and explain the reason that this was done. 

15. p. 2-6, Section 2.2.2, Development of PRGs; 2"d paragraph. 

Please see specific comments #2 and #13. 

16. p. 2-9, Section 2.3, Formulation of Sediment Remedial Action Objectives; 2 bullets 

Please reword the RAOs to remove the phrase "that cause its PRG to be exceeded". 

17. p. 3-10, Section 3.3.3.1, Thin Layer Cover. 

This section discusses that the thin layer cover would "enhance the process of natural depositional 
recovery"·. Please note that the results of the SSI do not show that natural deposition is occurring a
this site. Based on the bathymetric surveys (as discussed on p. 1-13). the depths remain fairly 
consistent and arc in agreement with conditions dating back to the 1950's. 

sf nd 18. p. 3-11, Section 3.3.3.2, Subaqueous Cover System; l paragraph, 2 sentence. 

Please specify the thickness of the cap to differentiate between this altemative and the thin layer 
cover alternative. 

19. p. 3-26, Section 3.5, Ration~tle for Development of Alternatives, Alternative 5. 

"This alternative would not require JCs. LTM and 5-year reriews. " 

Please see comment #I 0 above. 

20. p. 4-l, Section 4.0, Alternative 4; 3rd bullet. 

In addition to LUCs to limit access under Pier 2. LUCs will also be required for the open \\ater areas 
covered by one foot of clean till. Contamination in the 1-2 ft zone in some areas is significant; 
therefore, LUCs similar to Alternatives 2 and 3 will be necessary to pre.vent deep draft vessels or 
fishing vessels from disturbing the !-foot cover over contamination in the 1-2 foot zone that \\-Otdd 
remain in place with this alternative. 

21. p. 4-2, Section 4.0, Alternati\'e 4; I" bullet. 

Similar to the comment above, LTM will also be required for the open water arens covered by one 
foot of clean fill in addition to the areas under Pier 2. Contamination in the 1-2ft zone in some areas 
is significant: therefore, LTM will be necessary to ensure that concentrations exceeding PRGs do rot 
become exposed at the sediment surface. 

22. p. 4-2, Section 4.0, AltcrnatiYe 5; 2"d bullet. 

Please see comment #I 0 above. 
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23. p. 4-3, Section 4.1.1, Alternative 1; table. 

Please change the units for the lead PRG to mglkg instead of J.iglkg. Also. the PRG of I ,284 pgikg for 
benzo(a)pyrene is slightly different from the PRG of I ,283 J.ig/kg provided in App~:ndix D-7. Please 
review all Section 4 PRG tables for consistency with Appendix D-7. (Please note that other PRG 
tables in other sections also have incorrect units for lead.) 

24. p. 4-3, Section 4.1.2, Alternative 2, Thin Layer Cover; whole section. 

Please see comment # 17. A "natural depositional recovef) process" does not appear to be occurring at 
this site. 

25. p. 4-4, Section 4.1.2, Alternative 2, Thin Layer Cover; table. 

Please include in this table the SW AC concentrations based on a 6-inch cap. Although the design 
would specify a 12-inch cover. the goal of this remedy is to achieve a minimum cover of 6 inches. If 
the SWAC concentrations for a 6-inch cover exceed the PRGs. then please revise this alternati\e to a 
12-im:h minimum thin layer cover. 

26. p. 4-4, Section 4. 1.2, Alternative 2, Thin La~·er Cover; 2"d paragraph, 1" sentence. 

Please explain why the placement of a thin layer cover will not likel} impact subtidal areas (e.g., 
water column depth. etc., such as discussed on p. 4-7 for the in-situ cap). 

27. p. 4-5, Section 4.1.2, Alternative 2, Thin Layer Cover; 2"d paragraph. 

Please note that the Navy indicated that the existing aircraft carrier located at Pier I will be 
transferred to another location at some point in the ncar future (as discussed on p. 1-7). and the Na'.y 
also mentioned that another large ship may be brought into Newp011 to be docked at Pier I. 
Therefore. Pier I is also an area of concern regarding disturbance by vessel traffic. In addition. ICs 
will be required across the entire site to restrict recreational and commercial fishing activities. 

28. p. 4-5, Section 4. 1.2, Alternative 2, Thin La)'er Cover·; 3r11 paragraph, last sentence. 

Please sec comment # 17. A ·•natural depositional recovef)' process .. does not appear to be occurring, at 
this site. 

29. p. 4-5, Section 4. 1.2, Alternative 2, Thiu Layer Cover, Long-Term Monitoring and 5-V E.'ar 
Reviews. 

This section states that a single sediment sampling event per year and a bathymetric survey eve!') r vc 
years may be sufficient for long-term monitoring. For costing purposes, please include estimates for 
additional sampling/bathymetric surveys that may be necessary due to a significant storm event. Also, 
the frequency of monitoring and surveys should be evaluated fmther in the remedial design phac;c. 

30. p. 4-8, Section 4.1.3, Alternative 3, In-Situ Cap (Engineered Barrier), Long-Term Monitorinf! 
and 5-Vear Reviews. 

Please sec previous comment for Alternative 2. 
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3 I. p. 4-9, Section .t.1.4, Alternative 4, Com hi nation Dredge/Backfill; 4'" bullet. 

Please indicate in this bullet whi~.:h "capped areas·· will be monitored long-term (i.e., target areas 
beneath Pier 2 only). 

32. p. 4-9, Section 4.1.4, Alternative 4, Combination Dredge/Backfill; table. 

Please do not include the area under Pier 2 in the VWAC calculations. This area will already be 
addressed with an engineered barrier for this alternative. Therefore, the VW AC concentrations shNlld 
be based on the remaining areas of the site where PRGs are exceeded. As currently presented, the 
PRG for benzo(a)pyrene, based on a volume-weighted average, docs not meet the PRG identified ·n 
this FS. Given that the baseline PRGs (BPRGs) were multiplied by a factor of I 0 to obtain the 
RPRGs. a remedy in which an exccedance of an RPRG would remain is not a protective remedy. 

lfthe VWACs calculated without including the area under Pier 2 still indicate exceedanccs of any 
PRG. please modify this alternative to include additional dredging to ensure that the remaining 
VW ACs do not exceed PRGs. 

33. p. 4-9, Section 4.1.4, Alternative 4, Combination Dredge/Backfill, Institutional Controls. 

In addition to ICs to limit access under Pier 2, LUCs will also be required for the open water areas 
covered by one foot of clean fiJI. Contamination in the 1-2ft zone in some areas is signilicant; 
therefore, LUCs similar to Alternatives 2 and 3 will be necessary to prevent deep draft vessels. 
fishing vessels, etc. from disturbing the 1-foot cover over contamination in the 1-2 foot zone that 
would remain in place with this alternative. 

34. p. 4-10, Section 4.1.4, Alternative 4, Combination Dredge/Backfill, Dredging and Disposal; 1' 
paragraph. 

In addition to bathymetric surveys. please indicate if the Navy plans to conduct confirmatory 
sampling after dredging and backlllling arc conducted. 

35. p. 4-12, Section 4.1.4, Alternative 4, Combination Dt·cdge/Backfill, Long-Tct·m Monitoring ami 
5-Year Reviews; 1'1 paragraph. 

Long-term monitoring (L TM) will also be required for the open water areas covered by one foot of 
clean fill in addition to the areas under Pier 2. Contamination in the 1-2ft zone in some areas is 
significant; therefore, LTM will be necessary to ensure that concentrations exceeding PRGs do not 
become exposed at the sediment surface. Please include L TM of the open water areas as pmt of this 
alternative. 

36. p. 4-12, Section 4.1.4, Alternative 4, Combination Dredge/Backfill, Long-Term Monitoring and 
5-Y car Rc\'iews; 2"" and 3rd paragraphs. 

This ~cction states that a single sediment sam piing event per year and a bathymetric stu·vc) every t-ivc 
) ears ma) be sufficient for long-term monitoring. For costing purposes. please include estimates for 
additional sampling/bathymetric surveys that may be necessary due to a significant storm event. Also. 
the frequency of monitoring and surveys should be evaluated further in the remedial design phas(~. 
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37. p. 4-I3, Section 4.1.5, Alternative 5, Target Dredging and Backfill; table. 

As currently presented, the concentration of benzo(a)pyrenc, based on a surface-\veighted average, 
does not meet the PRG identified in this FS. Given that the baseline PRGs (BPRGs) were multiplied 
by a factor of I 0 to obtain the RPRGs, a remedy in which an exceedance of an RPRG "ould remain is 
not a protective remedy. Please modify this altemative to include additional dredging to ensure that 
the remaining SW ACs do not exceed PRGs. 

38. p. 4-I3, Section 4.1.5, Alternative 5, Target Dredging and Backfill; 3'd paragraph. 

Rather than backfill, confinnatory sampling could be conducted following dredging which may 
indicate that the sediment at deeper intervals docs not exceed PRGs. This data could then be used to 
calculate site-wide SW ACs and VWACs. The usc of backfill to cover existing contamination would 
be considered a cap which would require LUCs, LTM and 5-year reviews. 

39. p. 4-20, Section 4.3.2, Alternative 2, Enhanced Natural RccoveJ)' through Thin La)Cr Cover: 
whole section . 

. Please see comment# 17. A ·•natural depositional processes" does not appear to be occurring at this 
site. 

40. p. 4-27, Section 4.3.4, Alternative 4, Combination Dredge/Backfill; I'' para~raph. 

Please revise this paragraph based on comment #32 above. 

41. p. 4-28, Section 4.3.4, Alternative 4, Combination Dred~e/Backfill; 3rd paragraph. 

Please revise this section to include LUCs for the backfilled (capped) open port area~ . See comment 
#33 above. 

42. p. 4-28, Section 4.3.4, Alternative 4, Combination Dredge/Backfill; 6'h pa1·agraph. 

Please revise this section to include long-term monitoring and 5-year re\ ie\vS of the back. filled 
(capped) open port areas. Sec comment #35 above. 

43. p. 4-31, Section 4.3.4, Alternative 4, Combination Dredge/Backfill. Cost. 

Please update the cost estimates for Alternative 4 to include LUCs. long-tenn monitoring. and 5-) f•ar 
reviews for the backfilled (capped) open p011 areas, in addition to the area under P1er 1 

44. p. 4-32, Section 4.3.5, Alternative 5, Target Dredging and Backfill; I'' parag•·aph. 

Please sec comment #37 above. The SWAC for benzo(a)pyrcnc does not meet the PRG identified n 
this FS. Please modify this alternative to include additional dredging to lower the SWAC to below the 
PRG for benzo(u)pyrene. 

45. p. 4-32, S('ction 4.3.5, Altcrnati·ve 5, Target Dredging and Backfill; 4'h & 51
h paragraphs. 

Please see comment# I 0 above. 
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46. p. 4-34, Section 4.3.5, Alternative 5, Target Dredging and Backfill, Implementability. 

RIDEM understands that dredging down to 4 feet beneath Pier 2 is projected to be difficult and may 
not be implcmentablc. although the silty sediment under the pier may not be as difficult to dredge as 
presented in this FS. However, given the potential concerns with dredging under the pier, if this 
alternative is chosen as the preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan/ROD, a stipulation should bl 
included to cap the sediment under Pier 2 as outlined in Alternative 4 if it is determined during the 
remedial design phase that dredging under the pier is not possible. Also, please state that when Pier 2 
is ultimately reconstructed or demolished, the contaminated sediment will then be dredged from this 
area as it becomes accessible. 

47. p. 4-35, Section 4.3.5, Alternative 5, Target Dredging and Backfill, Cost. 

Please update the cost estimates based on comments #37 and #44 above. 

48. p. 4-35, Section 4.4, Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, o,·erall Protl•ction of 
Human Health and the Environment; I" paragraph. 

Please revise this paragraph to state that LUCs restricting ship tratlic, fishing vessels, etc. will be 
rt!quired for the open port areas under Alternative 4. As currently proposed in this FS, risk to human 
and ecological receptors will remain at depth, requiring long-tenn monitoring and maintenance for 
the entire site. 

49. p. 4-36, Section 4.4, Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, 0\·crall Protection of 
Human Health and the Environment; 3rd paragraph. 

Please ~ec comment# 17. A ··natural depo~itional processes'· does not appear to be occurring at this 
site. 

50. p. 4-36, Section 4.4, Comparati\'c Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, Compliance with ARARs. 

Please sec comment # 17. A ··natural depositional processes·· does not appear to be occurring at thi!. 
site. 

51. p. 4-37, Section 4.4, Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, Long-Term Effectiveness 
and Permanence: 151 paragraph. 

Please see comment #32. The area underneath Pier 2 should not be included in the VWAC calculation 
for Alternative 4 since it will be addressed separately with a cap. 

52. p. 4-37, Section 4.4, Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, Long-Term Effectiveness 
and Permanence; I" paragraph, last sentence. 

Please sec comment #I 0 above. 

53. p. 4-38, Section 4.4, Compamtive Anal)•sis of Remedial Alternatives, Short-term Effectiveness; 
last sentence. 

Please revise this sentence to state that Alternative 2 (thin-layer cover) would also provide sh011-tenn 
effectiveness comparable to that of Alternative 3. 
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54. p. 4-38, Section 4.4, Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, Implementabilit)•; bull<>ts. 

The problems that the Navy may encounter in dredging under the pier arc clearly outlined in this 
section, while the difficulties in capping under the pier are not discussed. Due to slope created fi·01n 
the shallower sediment under the pier compared to the deeper adjacent sediment. and silt) nature of 
the sediment, capping under the pier will also be challenging and should be discussed in this section 
and reflected in the cost estimates for Alternative 4. 

55. p. 4-39, Section 4.4, Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives; Cost. 

Please revise these cost estimates based on previous comments. 

56. Table ES-t, Summary of Remedial Alternatives. 

The implementability of Alternative 5 (under Pier 2) is listed as "NO". This alternative is presented as 
in this FS as difficult but potentially achievable. Please change .. NO'" to 'TBD'·. Also. please revise 
the cost estimates based on previous comments. 

57. Table 3-1, Pt·eliminary Screening of Sediment Technologies and Process Options 

1. Under the description of the Thin Layer Cover (p. 2): This table specities that a 6-inch layer of 
natural material will be installed. However, Section 4 ofthis FS specifies a cap thickness of6-
12". Please revise the cap thickness depth in this table to be consistent with the text. 

2. Under the description of Hydraulic Dredging (p. 3, 3'd sentence): Please revise the end of the 
sentence to state that '"the use of hydraulic pumps will dramaticalzv reduce re-suspension 
compared to mher (arms o[dredging. '' 

3. Under the screening comments for landfi lling off-site/off-site disposal (p. 3 ): Please remove the 
reference to ''island''. 

4. Under the screening comments for the use of CAD cells (p. 3 ): This table indicates that this 
technology is retained for further evaluation; however, p. 3-19 of this FS states that CAD was 
eliminated from the evaluation. 

5. Under the process option for ex-situ, off-site treatment (p. 4): Please remove the extra word 
·'physical .. from the description. 

58. Tabll' 4-16, Summary of Detailed Analyses of Sediment Remedial Alternatives. 

Please revise this entire table based on the previous comments. 

For the Short-Term Effectiveness section: 
• Risk to Community: Altemative SD4 would likely have significant truck traffic similar to that of 

Altemative SD5. Please change the risk from minor to moderate. 
• Ri!>k to Workers: For Altemative SDS. there is a moderate to high risk to divers working under 

Pier 2. Please revise the table to reflect this. 
• Environmental Impacts: Please note typographical en·or (''temporary"') in this row. Also. 

Altcmatives SD4 and SDS would likely have impacts to aquatic organisms due to sediment 
disturbance and rcsuspcnsion. 

59. Tables. 

Please include an additional table in this FS with the length and width of each cell, and the total cutic 
yards fi.)r I ft. 2 ft, and 4 ft depths as appropriate. 
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Comments on the Apri129, 2013 memo regarding RIDEM's suggested Alternatives 6 and 7: 

RID EM requested that the Navy evaluate two additional alternatives (6 & 7) which include dredging 
without the use of backfill. A ltemative 6 includes capping under the pier (similar to Alternative 4) and 
Alternative 7 includes dredging under the pier (similar to Alternative 5). 

General Comments: 

1. An average over-dredge depth of9 inches is assumed, consistent with the Apex estimate at the 
end of Appendix E of the Draft FS used as a source of costing information. However. it is not 
clear if the detailed cost estimates in the Draft FS included this assumption. Please provide in the 
FS detailed info1mation on how the overdredge volumes were calculated for each cell for 
Alternatives 4 and 5. 

2. The Apex estimate included the assumption that sidewalls of the excavated areas would slough at 
an average slope of 1 H:5V. a slough angle which seems unrealistically steep and was perhaps a 
typographical error. A more conservative slough angle of 2H: IV should be assumed. It is not 
clear what sloughing angle was used in the detailed estimates in the Draft FS. if any. or for 
Alternatives 6 & 7. Please update the FS to include a detailed discussion of the sloughing angl·~~ 
assumed, and include this inforn1ation in the response to comments for Alternatives 6 & 7. 

3. Although many grid squares designated for removal are adjacent to each other, this review 
conservatively assumes that sloughing occurs on all four sides of each grid square. Please indieate 
if this assumption was also used for Alternatives 4 and 5. Please revise the calculations of 
overdredge volume to remove sloughing on the sides where adjacent cells are already addressed. 
as this should significantly lower the cost estimates. 

4. After review of the cost estimates tor these alternatives, the diver-assisted dredging unit rate used 
in both this additional altematives assessment and in the Draft FS appears to be intlated. 
TetraTech has used a rate of$1.250/CY, whereas the costing basis provided by Apex in the Drali 
FS would appear to support a unit rate of approximately $13 0/CY. The basis for the higher unit 
rate is not clear. If instead, the unit rate suggested by Apex is used. the total capital cost for 
Alternatives 5 and 7 would be reduced by approximately $13M and $26M. respectively. 

5. It appears that, based on the infonnation provided for Alternatives 6 & 7. the total volumes 
c:stimated for these two alternatives (including over-dredging and sloughing) arc overstated, if1he 
over-dredging and sloughing assumptions are made consistent with those used in the Draft FS. As 
requested in these comments, please provide the detailed overdrcdge and sloughing calculations 
used in this analysis, and revise the assumptions based on the comments above. 

twntinued 011 next page) 
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The following is a comparison of Alternatives 4 & 6: 

Scenario Benzo(a)pyrene Total HMW PAHs Total PCBs Lead 
(ug/kg) (ug/kg) (ug/kg) (mglkg) 

PRG 539 13,903 1,060 168 
Alternative 4 VWAC 788 I 13,663 381 164 
Alternative 6 VW AC 526 13,181 203 168 

- Alternative 4 Alternative 6 
Dredge Volume not specified in FS 14,005 cv 
Predicted Volume after 14,016cy 27,000 cy 
overdredgc and sloughing 

Alternative 4 I Alternative 6 
Capital Cost $11.9M I $16.7M 
Long-Tcrn1 cost $l.OM I $0.9M 
Total Present Worth Cost $12.9M I $17.6M 

RIDEM's Comments on the April29, 2013 memo for Alternative 6: 

I. '' ... the cells beneath Pier 2 that exceed COC P RG.1· will nut be included in the J 'WAC 
calculation. " 

The Navy agreed with RID EM's request to not include the cells beneath Pier 2 in the VWAC 
calculations for Alternative 6. However, the cells beneath Pier 2 are included in the VWAC 
calculations for Alternative 4 in the FS; therefore. this does not allow adequate comparison of 
A ltcmativcs 4 and 6. Please revise thl~ FS to remove the cells from under Pier 2 from the VW AC 
calculations. 

2. .. ... it was de!ermined thor withollf dredging cell AA05 (beneath Pier I) it is not pussihle to reach 
a VWAC.for benzo(a)pyrene. so this cetlll·ill also he capped under this alternatin! ..... 

Please note that the VWAC for benzo(a)pyrenc for Alternative 4 does not meet the PRG. As 
explained in RIDEM's comments on the Draft FS, the Navy will need to revise Alternati\e 4 to 
lower the VWAC for bcnzo(a)pyrene below the PRG. As indicated in this memo, it appears that 
Alternathe 4 will need ro include capping of cell AAOS under Pier I as part of the remed). Please 
revise the FS accordingly. 

3. In addition to the VWACs, please also provide the SWACs for Alternative 6. 

4. The memo indicates that the following cells will be dredged or capped in Alternative 6: 

Dredge to I foot: J30, KOS, Kl3, L24, L:!8. Y30 
Dredge to 2 feet: AE24, 13CJO, BD26, BE30, 124, W24, Y25, Y26. Y28 
Dredge to 4 feet: AC30, N24 
CAP (engineered ban·ier): G25, G29. AAOS 

RID EM requested that the Navy provide a table in the FS with the length and\\ idth of each ce I. 
and the total cubic yards for I ft, 2ft. and 4ft depths as appropriate. Please also provide this 
information in the response to comments. 
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5. The in-plact: \olume for this Alternative is 14,005 cy, without including nvcrdredge or sloughing. 
Please provide the in-place volume for Alternative 4 (or th1s can be dctennined from the 
infonnation provided for the comment above). 

The following is a comparison of Alternatives 5 & 7: 

Scenario Benzo(a)pyrene Total HMW PAHs Total PCBs Lead 
(ug/kg) (ug/kg) ( u!!.lkg) (mg/kg) 

PRG 539 13,903 1 1,060 168 
Alternative 5 VWAC 527 9,075 381 150 
Alternative 7 VWAC 526 13,181 341 163 

Alternative 5 Alternative 7 
Dredge Volume- open water not speci lied in FS 13,674 cy 
Dredge Volume- under Pier 2 not specified in FS 7,540 cy 
Dredge Volume- under Pier I 0 4,791 cv 
Predicted Volume after 1"4~-- 44,000 cy ~ .J..l) cy 
ovcrdredge and sloughing 

Alternative 5 Alternative 7 
Capital Cost $31M $51M 
Long-Tenn cost $0 $0 
Total Present Worth Cost I $31M $511\1 

RIDEM's Comments on the April 29.2013 memo for Alternative 7: 

6. In addition to the V\V ACs, please also provide the SWACs for Alternative 7. 

7. The memo indicates that the following cells will be dredged or capped in Alternative 7: 

Dredge to I foot: AE24, G29, J24, J30, K05, Kl3. L28, YJO 
Dredge to 2 feet: BCJO, BD26. BEJO, L24. W24. Y25, Y26, Y28 
Dredge to 4 feet: AAOS, G25 

RID EM requested that the Navy provide a table in the FS with the length and'' idth of each eel. 
and the total cubic yards for I ft. 2 ft. and 4 ft depths as appropriate. Plca~e also pro\ ide this 
information in the response to comments. 

8. The dredge volume, without including overdredge and sloughing. '"a~ provided for each area in 
this Alternative. Please provide this information for Alternative 5 for compari~on purposes (or 
this can be detennined from the infom1ation provided for the comment abm e). 
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